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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1 - 25 and 27-29 are pending in this office action. Claims 1, 15-25 
and 27-29 have been amended. Claim 26 original cancelled. This action is 
responsive to Applicant's application filed on June 12, 2007. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The information disclosure statement filed on February 8, 2007 - April 30, 
2007 are in compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97, 1 .98 and MPEP § 
609. It has been placed in the application file and the information referred to 
therein has been considered as to the merits. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 6/12/2007 have been full considered but are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argued, Ratcliff not directed toward databases, database 
servers, or database statement, and does not anywhere contain the term 
database in any context. 

In response to applicant arguments, Ratcliff teaches a first column of the 
table includes a list of numbers or other information that identify the various 
processors. A second column in the table includes a list of the algorithms and/or 
data delivered to the respective processors itemized in the first column. The table 
is updated regularly, as will be appreciated by the skilled artisan. In a larger scale 
example, this table is in the form of a master database accessible by the 
originating server (column 5, line 62 to column 6, line 2). 
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Ratcliff further teaches within data processing apparatus, an operating 
system comprises program instruction sequences that provide a platform for the 
methods; the operating system provides a software platform upon which 
application programs (e.g. include any SQL statement) may execute (column 
10, lines 11-15). 

Applicant argued, Ratcliff does not disclose generating a set of information 
about how to execute the database statement. 

In response to applicant's argument, Ratcliff teaches the instructions are 
executed by the processor of the one data processing device to perform the 
portion of the algorithm on the data. The reward is provided to the recipient 
associated with the one data processing device (column 2, lines 25-29). 

Applicant argued, Ratcliff does not contain slave processes and sending 
to each slave process data that indicates which part of a set of information 
should be performed by that slave process. 

In response to applicant's argument, Ratcliff teaches the data processing 
system includes a plurality of processors (e.g. slaves, elements 1 05-1 30 of figure 
2 and 3; see also server, element 210). 

Ratcliff further teaches a portion of data is sent to the one data processing 
device. The portion of data is stored in the memory of the one data processing 
device. The processor of the one data processing device retrieves the data and 
the instructions from the memory. The instructions are executed by the 
processor of the one data processing device to perform the portion of the 
algorithm on the data (column 2, lines 21-27). 
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For the above reason, examiner believed that rejection of the last office 
action was proper. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1-3 and 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Ratcliff (US Patent No. 6,996;548 B2, hereinafter "Ratcliff). 
As to claim 1 

Ratcliff discloses a database server as originating server in element 210 
of figure 2. 

Ratcliff discloses receiving at the database server the database 
statement (see disclosure of receives the algorithm and the data, column 4, lines 
42-44; see also elements 135 and 215 of figure 2). 

Ratcliff further teaches a first column of the table includes a list of 
numbers or other information that identify the various processors. A second 
column in the table includes a list of the algorithms and/or data delivered to the 
respective processors itemized in the first column. The table is updated regularly, 
as will be appreciated by the skilled artisan. In a larger scale example, this table 
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is in the form of a master database accessible by the originating server (column 
5, line 62 to column 6, line 2). 

Ratcliff discloses determining that at least one operation required by 
the database statement can be parallelized (see disclosure of the algorithm is 
designed in a manner that lends itself to parallel processing, column 4, lines 20- 
35, see also element 215 of figure 2). 

Ratcliff discloses within the database server generating a set of 
information about how to execute the database statement (see disclosure of 
information such as tasks, algorithms and/or data can be packaged in various 
forms for delivery, column 4, lines 56-63). 

Ratcliff further teaches the instructions are executed by the processor of 
the one data processing device to perform the portion of the algorithm on the 
data. The reward is provided to the recipient associated with the one data 
processing device (column 2, lines 25-29). 

Ratcliff discloses causing a plurality of slave processes to perform 
said at least one operation by sharing the set of information with each 
slave process of said plurality of slave processes, wherein the set of 
information shared with each slave process (see disclosure of standardize 
certain object definitions and interfaces to permit the sharing of such objects with 
one another, column 5, lines 15-20, see also element 300 of figure 3). 

Ratcliff discloses information about a task to be performed by said 
slave process (see disclosure of originating server distributed algorithms and/or 
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algorithm portions to respective processors, column 7, lines 49-51, see also 
figure 3, elements 105-130, e.g. slaves). 

Ratcliff discloses information about one or more tasks, to be 
performed by processes other than the slave process, to execute the 
database statement (see disclosure of a second algorithm portion different from 
the first algorithm portion, column 7, lines 43-58, see also figure 3). 

Ratcliff discloses sending to each slave process of said plurality of 
slave processes data that indicates which part of the set of information 
shared with the slave process represents the part of the at least one 
operation should be performed by the slave process (see disclosure of 
procedures are parts of a program that cause the computer to actually do 
something, e.g. the parts of a program that perform calculations or the part of a 
program, column 4, lines 64-67). 

Ratcliff further discloses parallel data processing system shares many of 
the features of system and has additional features. System is configured so that 
processors receive a plurality of datasets for processing. Originating server 
distributes algorithms and/or algorithm portions to respective processors. In one 
exemplary embodiment, a particular algorithm portion is replicated across 
processors (column 7, lines 47-51). 

As to claim 2 

Ratcliff discloses sharing the set of information includes sharing an 
execution plan for the database statement Ratcliff discloses (see disclosure of 
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interfaces to permit the sharing of such objects with one another, column 5, lines 
15-20). 

Ratcliff discloses sharing the execution plan with a particular slave 
process of the plurality of slave processes (see disclosure of parallel data 
processing system shares many of the features of system and has additional 
features, column 7, lines 46-51). 

Ratcliff discloses providing an original statement of the database 
statement to a node on which the particular slave process resides, wherein 
the original statement is the form of the database statement in which the 
database statement was received by the database server (see disclosure of 
the reward server provides a reward to a recipient 325 associated with a 
particular processor, column 7, line 66-67, see also elements 320 and 105 of 
figure 3). 

Ratcliff discloses at said node, generating an equivalent execution 
plan based on the original statement; and the particular slave process 
accessing the equivalent execution plan (see disclosure of the result set is 
sent to originating server after assembly by result collation server, column 6, line 
65 to column 7, line 8, see also elements 210, 215 and 220 of figure 2). 

As to claim 3 

Ratcliff discloses providing to the node additional information that 
includes at least one of values associated with session parameters of a 
database session in which the database statement was received (see 
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disclosure of the user is presented with several options such as weekly 
payments, e.g. values, column 8, lines 31-39). 

Ratcliff discloses values associated with optimizer parameters that 
were used by an optimizer to generate a plan for the database statement in 
a node other than said node (see disclosure of the algorithm is comprised of a 
plurality of sub-algorithms, each of which can be processed independently for 
optimize, column 4, lines 23-26, see also element 135 of figure 3). 

Ratcliff discloses generating an equivalent execution plan is 
performed based, at least in part, on the additional information (see 
disclosure of after selecting the desired reward option, an agreement is entered 
into between the user and an entity associated with the originating server, 
column 8, lines 39-47). 

Regarding claims 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(e), the 
limitations therein have substantially the same scope as claims 1-3. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering 

patentability of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that 

the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the time any 
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inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 
Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor 
and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a 
later invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 
35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a). 

5. Claims 4-14, 18-25 and 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Ratcliff (US Patent No. 6,996,548 B2) as applied to 
claims 1 and 15 above, and further in view of Hallmark et al. (US Patent No. 
5,857,180, hereinafter, "Hallmark"). 
As to claims 4 and 5 

Although Ratcliff substantially teaches the claimed invention, Ratcliff fails 
to adequately disclose sending to each slave process data that indicates a 
specific portion of the execution plan that is to be performed by the slave process 
and determining how to execute the particular portion based. 

Hallmark discloses generating a set of information includes 
generating an execution plan for the database statement, wherein the set of 
information includes the execution plan (see disclosure of an optimal plan for 
execution of SQL statement is generated, column 5, line 66 to column 6, line 5; 
see also element 216 of figure 2). 

Hallmark further discloses the step of sending to each slave process of 
said plurality of slave processes data that indicates which part of the at 
least one operation should be performed by the slave process includes 
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sending to each slave process data that indicates a specific portion of the 
execution plan that is to be performed by the slave process (see disclosure 
of each node in the row source tree is annotated with parallel data flow 
information, column 3, lines 38-43). 

Hallmark discloses sending to a particular slave process data that 
indicates a particular portion of the execution plan that is to be performed 
by the particular process; and the method further includes the step of the 
particular slave process (see disclosure of processes on each system can only 
process the data resident.on its on system, and cannot be used to share the 
processing load at other systems, column 7, lines 33-36). 

Hallmark discloses determining how to execute the particular portion 
based, at least in part, on characteristics of the execution plan other than 
the particular portion of the plan that is to be executed by the particular 
slave process (see disclosure of the execution plan is examined, from the 
bottom up, to determine those portions of the plan that can be parallelized, 
column 9, lines 5-13). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made, having the teachings of Ratcliff and Hallmark 
before him/her, to modify Ratcliff to indicate which part of the operation should be 
performed by the slave process using the Hallmark concept because that would 
allow Ratcliff the ability to dynamically partition row sources for parallel 
processing as taught by Hallmark (column 2, lines 26-27). 
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As to claims 6-8 

Although Ratcliff substantially teaches the claimed invention, Ratcliff fails 
to explicitly disclose constructing a shared cursor for the database statement and 
providing each slave process of said plurality of slave processes access to the 
shared cursor. 

Hallmark discloses constructing a shared cursor for the database 
statement, wherein the shared cursor provides access to the execution 
plan; and the step of sharing access includes providing each slave process 
of said plurality of slave processes access to the shared cursor (see 
disclosure of a process flow for a slave Data Flow Operators (DFO) processing a 
parse message, a database cursor is opened for each DFO, column 26, lines 30- 
40; see also element 720 of figure 7B). 

Hallmark discloses allowing two or more of said slave processes to access 
a shared instance of the shared cursor (see disclosure at block 740 of figure 7C, 
when Query Coordinator does not expect a ready replies, processing continues 
to fetch all rows from the DFO cursor until processing ends, column 26, lines 57- 
67; see also element 742 of figure 7C). 

Hallmark discloses allowing one of the slave processes to access a 
first instance of the shared cursor and allowing another one of the slave 
processes to access a second instance of the shared cursor (see disclosure 
of processes bind variables and executes the cursor and processing continues 
based on if or if not that the first execution of the parallelizer, column 26, lines 57- 
58 and column 17, line 40-47; see also diagram 736 of figure 7C). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made, having the teachings of Ratcliff and Hallmark 
before him/her, to modify Ratcliff to incorporate slave processes to access a 
shared instance of the shared cursor using the Hallmark concept because that 
would allow Ratcliff to provide the ability to break up the scan such that more 
than one process can perform the table scan as taught by Hallmark (column 1 , 
lines 23-25). 

As to claims 9 and 10 

Although Ratcliff substantially teaches the claimed invention, Ratcliff fails 
to adequately disclose first node share access to say first instance of said shared 
cursor and second node share access to said second instance of said shared 
cursor. 

Hallmark discloses the one slave process resides on a first node; the 
other slave process resides on a second node; and the first node is a 
different node than said second node (see disclosure of the parallelizer 
traverses the DFO tree, using the DFO tree pointers, to find the next node, 
column 17, line 65 to column 18 line 10, see also element 1502 of figure 15). 

Hallmark discloses a first plurality of slave processes on said first 
node share access to said first instance of said shared cursor and a 
second plurality of slave processes on said second node share access to 
said second instance of said shared cursor (see disclosure of block 736 
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processes bind variables, and executes the cursor, column 26, lines 57-62; see 
also block 736 of figure 7C). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made, having the teachings of Ratcliff and Hallmark 
before him/her, to modify Ratcliff to indicate which part of the at least one 
operation should be performed by the slave process using the Hallmark concept 
because that would allow Ratcliff the ability to dynamically partition row sources 
for parallel processing as taught by Hallmark (column 2, lines 26-27). 

As to claims 11-14 

Although Ratcliff substantially teaches the claimed invention, Ratcliff fails 
to adequately disclose the step of inserting into the execution plan a parallelizer 
row source that encapsulates the scheduling of tasks that slave processes are to 
perform. 

Hallmark discloses the step of inserting into the execution plan a 
granule iterator row source (see disclosure of a row source is implemented as 
an iterator, column 5, lines 26-29). Hallmark further discloses encapsulates a 
horizontal partitioning of a base object upon which the database statement 
operates (see disclosure of a table queue encapsulates the data flow and 
partitioning functions, column 10, lines 39-46). 

Hallmark discloses the step of generating a set of information includes 
generating an execution plan for the database statement, wherein the set of 
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information includes the execution plan (see disclosure at compilation time, a 
sequential query execution plan is generated, column 9, lines 5-13). 

Hallmark discloses the step of inserting into the execution plan at 
least one distribution row source that specifies how data is to be 
redistributed between one of a first slave set and a query coordinator; and 
a first slave set and a second slave set (see disclosure of the ability to 
dynamically partition using any performance optimization techniques and from 
the results of the sampling, even distributions of the rows can be identified, these 
distributions can be used to load balance a sort between multiple processes , 
column 8, lines 38-45). 

Hallmark discloses inserting into the execution plan at least one 
sender-side distribution row source that indicates how sending processes 
are to distribute data that the sending processes produce; and inserting 
into the execution plan at least one receiver-side distribution row source 
that indicates how receiving processes are to obtain data that the receiving 
processes are to consume (see disclosure of a table queue row source is a 
mechanism for partitioning and transporting rows between sets of processes and 
uses bit vector to monitor whether each consumer process received any rows 
from any producer slaves (column 3, lines 61-62 and column 4, lines 8-19). 

Hallmark discloses the step of inserting into the execution plan a 
parallelizer row source that encapsulates the scheduling of tasks that slave 
processes are to perform (see disclosure of the parallelizer row source 
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implements the parallel data flow scheduler and in general, row sources are 
encapsulated, column 15, lines 24-34). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made, having the teachings of Ratcliff and Hallmark 
before him/her, to modify Ratcliff to indicate which part of the at least one 
operation should be performed by the slave process using the Hallmark concept 
because that would allow Ratcliff the ability to dynamically partition row sources 
for parallel processing as taught by Hallmark (column 2, lines 26-27). 

Regarding claims 18-25 and 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a), 
the limitations therein have substantially the same scope as claims '4-14. 

Conclusion 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to James Hwa whose telephone number is 571- 
270-1285. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 - 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Don Wong can be reached on 571-272-1834. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only, for more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov . Should you have questions on access to the PAIR system 
contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or 
access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR 
CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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